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Regional Reform: analysis of public feedback 
This report will be made available to form part of an application to the Local Government Commission.
Overview
The cross-council Working Party conducted a process of public engagement to raise awareness and seek feedback on its proposed governance models between mid-March and early-May 2013. A number of different forms of engagement were undertaken across the greater Wellington region.

· Submissions
Long and short version submission forms were made available in both an on-line and paper copy format. General submissions were also received by post as well as via the info@regionalreform.org.nz email account. A total of 1,892 submissions were received, comprising:

· 1,230 long submission forms

· 330 short submission forms

· 332 general submissions
Copies of the forms are attached in Appendix 1.
· Public meetings
Porirua City Council, Kapiti Coast District Council, and Wellington City Council each held public meetings in their own areas. Greater Wellington Regional Council held public meetings in Upper Hutt, Lower Hutt, Masterton, Carterton and South Wairarapa.
· Stakeholder meetings
Each of the participating councils hosted discussion and information sessions with various stakeholder groups from across the region such as community boards, health providers, education providers, iwi groups, business groups, environmental groups, ethnic councils and charity organisations. 
· Research
· Online and telephone surveys
Porirua City Council, Kapiti Coast District Council and Wellington City Council conducted surveys of residents in their respective areas. This information will be made available as separate reports when the surveys are completed.
· Focus groups
Wellington City Council conducted a series of focus groups. The results of these will also be made available.
· Online discussion forum and ‘Ask a Question’ tool
The public was invited to discuss issues related to local government reorganisation by joining an online discussion forum on the Regional Reform website. People could also post questions through the website’s Ask a Question function and the answer would then be supplied by a representative of the Working Party. There was not a significant level of engagement with the online tools- around 30 questions and comments were posted, covering a broad range of themes. 
The following analysis is based on public feedback received via each of the engagement mechanisms outlined above with the exception of surveys and focus groups, the results of which have been summarised separately by the respective councils and are attached to this report. Most of the discussion of findings and all of the statistical data presented in graphs in this report is based on feedback from submissions. 
It is important to note that the vast majority of general submissions (total=332) did not express any preference commensurate with questions posed in the long submission form. Therefore, including these submissions in the data presented below would have resulted in very large (and misleading) ‘no response’ fields for those questions. As such, the general submissions were removed for the production of graphs relating to questions in the submission form. Comments from general submissions have been captured in the discussion below.
Key findings
Support for change

Support for change was assessed via responses to a question in the Wellington: Your Choice short and long style submission forms (questions one and fifteen respectively). The phrasing of the questions on the long and short style submission forms was different as were the response options provided on each form, and therefore the statistical data from each is presented separately. Overall results indicate that there are more people who support change than those who do not. Support for change was highest in Porirua, Wairarapa, Wellington City and Kapiti Coast and lowest in Lower Hutt and Upper Hutt.
[image: image1.emf]Q.15 How much do you agree or disagree this structure needs to change

1,230 Long form submissions 

Strongly agree, 494, 

40%

Agree, 224, 18%

Neutral, 72, 6%

Disagree, 131, 11%

Strongly disagree, 

292, 24%

Don't know, 12, 1%

No response, 5, 0.4%


[image: image2.emf]Q.15 How much do you agree or disagree this structure needs to change (grouped by TA area)

1,230 Long form submissions 

42%

13%

20%

36%

49%

6%

24%

11%

13%

14%

18%

3%

10%

7%

2%

6%

5%

5%

7%

15%

15%

14%

12%

32%

17%

17%

17%

55%

49%

30%

16%

50%

41%

17%

33% 33%

8% 17%

3%

1%

0.6%

0.5%

17%

TA not stated (13)

Elsewhere in NZ (6)

Kapiti Coast (103)

Porirua (87)

Lower Hutt (205)

Upper Hutt (94)

Wairarapa (203)

Wellington city (519)

Strongly disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly agree Don't Know No response


[image: image3.emf]Q.1 Do you think our councils need to change?

330 Short form submissions

No response, 7

2%

No, 77

23%

Don't know, 17,

5%

Yes, 229

70%


[image: image4.emf]Q.1 Do you think our councils need to change? (grouped by TA area)

330 Short form submisions

7%

2%

22%

24%

83%

85%

68%

58%

33%

67%

73%

8%

13%

3%

67%

33%

26%

15%

4%

1%

4%

3%

TA not stated (23)

Kapiti Coast (13)

Porirua (62)

Lower Hutt (24)

Upper Hutt (6)

Wairarapa (109)

Wellington City (93)

Don't know No Yes No response


Why there is a need for change  

The most common feedback provided by those in support of change was that change is necessary in order to overcome duplication, address inefficiencies, and avoid wastage of effort, funds and resources. Many people expressed a view that the status quo is untenable and no longer fit for purpose.
There were numerous other reasons given in support of change that reflect specific criticisms of the current system. The main arguments can be summed up as:

· The current structure is outdated and does not reflect the way people live, work, play and communicate across the region

· There is inefficiency resulting from too many parallel structures; the Wellington region is too small to justify having nine councils and the number of councillors represents an excessive governance regime

· Decisions made in the current fragmented structure are often conflicting and not beneficial to the region as a whole; current councils appear to compete with each other rather than working together to achieve common aims

· The current structure is overly-bureaucratic and uncoordinated across the region and creates silos of information and factionalism

· There is overlap, inconsistency and lack of clarity of roles

· Having so many councils is cumbersome and confusing for the public because of divergent systems, processes and policies

· The current structure is too expensive and unwieldy, imposing unnecessary financial and time costs on a small population

· There is a lack of clear leadership and ownership of problems

· The resilience of the region is compromised because the current governance arrangements make it difficult to collaborate on critical regional issues such as civil defence

· Different imperatives for different areas in the region make for tension and ambiguity and fail to take a holistic view for the whole region. The current structure incentivises self-interest and prevents local body politicians from making brave decisions

· The need to overcome parochialism, patch-guarding and in-fighting in current councils

· Issues of capacity and capability – smaller councils in particular struggle to attract people with the right skill sets, especially for specialised roles

The principal reason why supporters of change were in favour of a single council model was that they believed it would result in a better quality of decision making and a clearer vision and agenda (as opposed to competing agendas) for the region. Many people spoke of the need for a cohesive, strategic plan, which it was felt could only be realised under a unified regional governance structure. Stagnation was seen as an inevitable consequence of the region’s failure to change and move in the same direction, rather than pulling in different directions.
Other perceived advantages stemming from a single council structure were:

·  Strength in numbers - the ability of one council to speak with a coherent voice to central government and the private sector
· Economies of scale and scope
· It is an opportunity for more coordinated local input into the council

· Clearer accountability on region-wide issues
· It will be a more powerful and influential entity, capable of holding its own against the pull of Auckland and Christchurch
· The ability to take a more coordinated and integrated approach to service delivery, infrastructure, economic development and planning processes

· More effective distribution of resources and delivery of services
· A single council will strengthen inter-connectedness in terms of dealing with cross-over issues like the economy and the environment

· A single authority will be capable of attracting a higher calibre of candidates, providing the necessary skills and expertise to carry out functions and services in an efficient and effective manner.
Why there is no need to change the status quo
Among those who disagreed there is a need for change to the current local government arrangements, the supporting comments fell broadly into two categories: expressions of satisfaction with the status quo on the one hand, and expressions of concern about the implications of a single council structure on the other. The most common sentiment among supporters of the status quo was ‘If it isn’t broken, don’t fix it’ – things are fine as they are so there is no need to change.
Additional reasons given for why the status quo should be maintained were:

· The current councils possess good local knowledge specific to their respective areas. Each local area has different needs and strengths that are best met by local people who are personally invested in their area

· Like knowing who to go to and the more ‘personal touch’ of small local councils, which are more ‘community-minded’ than a large conglomerate. Local government should be just that: local

· Smaller local government is more responsive and less corrupt. There is no need to change the structure, the current councils just need to work together more effectively.

The main concern about a single council model was that a larger entity would be further away from the people and this would make it more difficult for local voices to be heard.
Other objections to the single council model were that:

· A single council for the region will inevitably be Wellington City-centric and the needs of the rest of the region will be ignored

· It will have a homogenising effect, resulting in a loss of individuality and identity for the diverse communities that make up the region

· Local representation will decrease, amounting to an erosion of democracy

· The purported efficiency gains from amalgamation are illusory and theoretical

· The estimated cost-savings do not take into account the costs of transition and of implementing a new single council structure

· Each local authority area has a different environment and future-focus, as well as distinct issues, demographics and strengths. Putting them all together into ‘the same bucket’ will only result in some having more funding and resources to flourish, and the others falling behind

· Amalgamation will disempower the average citizen while heightening the power of the business community

· Large organisations become inward looking and unresponsive, tending toward bureaucracy and empire building
· The current system is bad enough; the proposed changes will only make things worse
Need for change – neutral
Those who stated they were neither strongly for nor against change often commented that they could see advantages and disadvantages of both the status quo and the single council model. Many stated that the success of local government relies just as heavily on the culture of the council and quality of councillors and staff as it does on the form or structure of the organisation itself and it would be impossible to say in advance whether these things would improve in a new council for the region.
Support for the proposed models 

Support for each of the proposed models was assessed via responses to two separate questions in the Wellington: Your Choice short and long style submission forms (questions two and eighteen respectively). As with the questions relating to support for change, the phrasing of the questions on the long and short submission forms relating to model preference differs, and therefore the statistical data from each is presented separately. 
Overall, the results indicate a preference for the two-tier model. This result was consistent across different areas of the region, although among respondents from Lower Hutt and Upper Hutt, significant numbers indicated they did not prefer either of the single council models.
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Note that this question was optional, and the high number of ‘no responses’ represents those who did not wish to complete the question as they had already indicated support for either the status quo or else a different governance model to those proposed by the Working Party.
[image: image7.emf]Q.2 Do you favour one single-tier council or 

a two-tier council with local boards?

330 Short form submissions

Single-tier, 81, 25%

Two-tier, 177, 54%

Don't know, 48, 15%

No response, 24, 7%


[image: image8.emf]Q2. Do you favour one single-tier council or a two-tier council with local boards? (grouped by TA area)

330 Short form submisions

4%

23%

21%

33%

13%

37%

39%

38%

17%

53%

55%

3%

33%

4%

17%

15%

8%

17%

17%

26%

43%

21%

54%

68%

8%

25%

TA not stated (23)

Kapiti Coast (13)

Porirua (62)

Lower Hutt (24)

Upper Hutt (6)

Wairarapa (109)

Wellington City (93)

Don't know Single-tier Two-tier No response


One-tier model

The one-tier council model was broadly viewed as the most simple and cost effective option. Some submitters commented that having a single tier of governance would be more efficient in terms of both time and resources because decision making would be unified. Some also commented that a single-tier structure would be easier to administer and that there would be less opportunity for local groups to capture council processes. 
Some people were worried that moving to a single-tier governance structure would be too radical a change and would run the risk of throwing out much of the value and strengths of the existing structure. In particular a major weakness of the one-tier model was thought to be the potential for it to weaken local democracy. A suggestion for mitigating this was to have well resourced local (i.e. village and neighbourhood) groups who could lobby, plan and have their say about issues that they care passionately about. This network could be built from existing residents associations and village planning groups etc. A substantial number of submitters commented that the proposed number of councillors under this model (27-29) should be reduced as it could prove cumbersome and unwieldy to reach decisions with 25+ elected representatives around the table.
Community Boards

The majority of submissions that commented on community boards saw them as a useful conduit between local communities and the council. This was particularly true of people from Eastbourne and Tawa. Some viewed community boards as a means for local people to pre-negotiate issues so as to guide their elected representative on the council. Community boards were also seen as a mechanism for ensuring better accountability and transparency, because the council may need to publicly justify decisions if they are contrary to community board recommendations. A very high number of submissions were received from Tawa residents in favour of retaining the Tawa Community Board, which was seen to play a vital role in fostering community cohesion, preserving local identity and providing a strong voice for the Tawa community. 

A small number of submissions were less positive about the value of community boards. Those critical of community boards saw them as being not particularly effective in influencing council and therefore an unnecessary tier of administration and cost.
Two-tier model

Those who stated a preference for the two-tier model perceived a key strength to be that it strikes a good balance between the positive aspects of the status quo and the benefits that a single council model could entail. Specifically, the two-tier model was seen to allow strong local input, while providing regional leadership, economies of scale and avoiding duplication of services. A significant number of submissions, especially those from organisations, referred to the principle of subsidiarity - the idea that a central authority should perform only those tasks which cannot be performed effectively at a more immediate or local level. Many commented that they supported the two-tier model because they believed this model allowed for subsidiarity to be the driving ethos, with local decisions affecting local people being made at the local level.
Some submitters commented that a two-tier organisation allows for the separation of functions so that local issues and regional issues can each be dealt with at the appropriate scale. There was concern, though, that if the two-tier option is to be progressed, citizens will need clear information on the role and powers of the local boards, relative to the governing council. An education programme was suggested to help people understand exactly what decisions will be made where, and how they can get involved should they wish to. 
Those critical of the two-tier council proposal questioned whether under this model it would simply look more democratic, but that in reality the politics of having two-tiers and a division of responsibilities would prove difficult for rate payers to understand and participate in. Another criticism of the two-tier model was that it was not clear whether the benefits for communities in terms of local voice and representation would actually prove to be commensurate with the additional funds required to administer a second tier of governance.
Local boards

Many questions about local boards arose in the submissions. People wondered what level of remuneration local board members would receive; whether local board members would be employed part-time or full-time; and what level of support staff they would need. Some queried whether nine members per local board might be excessive, given their remit would be limited to local-level activities. In this vein, some submitters argued that the region is already over-governed for the population size, and that local boards may only lead to cronyism and wastage. One reservation was that, while the local board model may be appropriate for a large unit like Auckland, it may be cumbersome for a relatively small unit with under half a million people, as in the greater Wellington region. Some submitters were of the view that local boards should have no specific areas of policy making responsibility. It was argued that giving local boards executive authority would create division and complexity in policy making and planning processes and encourage competition between wards to get a bigger slice of the rates ‘cake’. Critics commented that diversified local boards were likely to be ineffectual, racked with parochial politics and difficult for council officers to effectively and cohesively work with.
Contrastingly, a substantial number of submissions highlighted the value of local boards in enabling community self-determination and argued that local boards should be given the maximum delegation with regards to engaging local communities and implementing plans prepared by the governing council. Additionally, a large number of people who expressed concerns about preserving and enhancing local voice and access to decision making were of the view that local boards would serve an essential purpose in facilitating local democracy.
Status quo

Most submissions pledging support for the status quo commented that they see no real need for change, as they perceive nothing much wrong with the current system. Some did see areas in which improvements could be made, but felt that these could be achieved with ‘tweaks’ to the status quo, rather than a major structural overhaul. There was a general view among these submitters that while people may take issue with some aspects of their current council, disestablishing all eight territorial authorities as well as the regional council would amount to ‘throwing the baby out with the bath water’. There was considerable support for a modified status quo, with greater use of shared services (this is discussed further under ‘Service delivery’, page 17-18).
Plenty of submitters did, however, think the current nine-structure system leaves much to be desired. Dysfunctional and parochial were often-used terms, and quite a few submissions referred to the status quo as being a situation in which there are ‘too many chefs in the kitchen’ or words to that effect.
Multiple Unitary Authorities
A significant number of people detailed a different preferred option for restructuring local government in the region to those proposed by the cross-council Working Party. The most common suggestion was a multiple unitary model comprising three authorities: a Hutt Valley council, a Wairarapa council, and a Porirua-Kapiti Coast-Wellington City council. The main reason given for why several councils for the region was favoured over a single council was to preserve the identities of the different communities within the region. A related reason was that a single Wellington Council would ‘swallow up’ other distinct areas like the Hutt Valley. 
However, there was also concern among some people about the Hutt Valley’s preference to form a separate authority. It was suggested that this would disadvantage Porirua and Kapiti because without the inclusion of the Hutt Valley, Kapiti and Porirua would have less influence in regional decisions (i.e. the inclusion of the Hutt Valley would reduce Wellington City’s dominance).  Additionally, it was suggested that the inclusion of Hutt Valley is important to create a larger council that can attract the best personnel, both elected and administrative. Some feedback, both from within the Hutt Valley and outside of it, suggested that a Hutt Valley Unitary Authority would be an imprudent move economically, given the very high number of Hutt Valley residents that commute into Wellington City and use facilities in the capital.

Preference for each model based on different factors

The following five graphs relate to responses to Questions 17a – 17e in the long submission form, relating to: 

· regional strategic decision making 

· addressing local neighbourhood issues 

· getting issues resolved 

· accountability  

· effective and efficient decision making. 

The responses were extremely mixed, making it difficult to draw any firm conclusions. One clear result, which is consistent with comments from submissions, is that people perceive that the two-tier model would be more effective than the one-tier model in addressing local neighbourhood issues.
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Main themes from long-style submission form
Leadership
Much feedback advocated for coordinated, coherent leadership for the region, with the Wellington region seen to be lacking a decisive and consistent voice and a clear direction. Some people perceived that alternative proposals to form multiple unitary authorities would deny the region the unified leadership and political mass that are vital to its future prospects.

Highlighting the need for flexibility and adaptiveness among the region’s leaders, some commented on the rapid changes that are occurring in the types of challenges the region faces and the technology available to address these challenges. In view of this, some feedback stressed the importance of elected representatives being prepared to adapt to changes being thrust upon them.
A lot of feedback progressed the view that a unified front for the region would constitute a far more powerful advocate at a national level than the current nine council system. Some regarded a council to be like a business, which should be run as such, with a strong leader supported by a strong but lean executive management team with the skills and vision to deliver on targets for which they are accountable to the rate payers of the region.

However some people cautioned that the danger of a more powerful and concentrated leadership structure was that personal agendas could be played out on a much larger scale, with the strongest personalities ‘bulldozing’ over other voices in a dictatorial manner. For this reason it was considered essential by some that the right people with all the region’s interests at heart were selected to lead. While there was significant support for the idea that a larger council would attract better quality candidates to key leadership roles, a number of people commented that amalgamation is no guarantee of better leadership.
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Planning process

The overwhelming majority of comments on this topic expressed support for a more unified approach to planning. A typical view was that regional planning with a harmonised council would mean that instead of eight councils trying to grow and promote their own 'patches' and thereby replicating plans and, at times, competing with each other for resources, a single council would be able to identify the key attributes of each area and invest in their ongoing success. It was also thought that a single council would bring an overall cohesiveness to planning for region-wide issues including the future use of the region’s resources. Further, there was a view that a more integrated spatial planning approach, covering aspects such as waste disposal, commuter systems and water use would result in better environmental outcomes and the achievement of broader collective aims. There was also discussion of other benefits that may result from better regional coordination. One example mentioned in a number of submissions was cycling. It was suggested that a stronger governing body for the region would likely be beneficial for cycling as it would create a more coherent planning system, a more integrated network and one set of standards to be applied across the region.

Some feedback commented that it would be important to provide provisions for local communities to connect into the planning cycle especially on matters of local concern. Some expressed fear that, under a single council model, large region-wide or national-level projects would dominate planning decisions and small projects (that are still important but more locally focused) will be deprioritised. 
A final point was that in order to do good planning, robust information is required. Some feared that the region will be headed for a planning crisis if more emphasis is not put on conducting good quality investigations into critical areas such as heritage, biodiversity, flood risk from stormwater, implications of climate change including sea level rise, dealing with seismic risks, slope stability and sustainable urban design.
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Service delivery
A number of those in favour of the status quo highlighted the benefits of shared services across the region. Some thought this could be done whether there was an overarching regional governance structure or not; some pointed to instances in which this was already the case. However it was observed that progress towards achieving meaningful shared services under the current system seemed to be very slow. Some people believed strongly that structural reform was not the solution and that a solid commitment to shared services among existing councils would achieve the efficiency gains being sought through the amalgamation proposal. However, many had no confidence that renewed commitments to shared services would provide the governance arrangements necessary to ‘future proof’ Wellington in uncertain times.
Many people stated that water was a service delivery area that should be dealt with at a regional level. People also felt that having one library system for the region would make sense. Several submitters believed that councils should focus solely on delivering ‘core’ services such as water and waste to the highest standards, rather than investing in ‘less essential’ activities like social events.
There were different perspectives on delivery of council services by Council Controlled Organisations (CCOs) or other arm’s length entities. A common concern was that CCOs lack accountability and openness to public scrutiny. Some felt that outsourcing of services should only occur where it is difficult or expensive to maintain a capability or expertise. Some individuals and organisations cited international evidence suggesting that over time outsourcing of activities such as waste management and recreation services does not reduce overall costs to councils, but does result in workers’ wages and conditions being eroded and as a result leads to a decline in service delivery and service quality. Another perceived consequence of contracting out services was a loss of experience and skill within councils. 
However some people argued that contracting out some services was more economical than keeping everything in-house. It was argued that certain services, such as engineering and legal services, should be regularly tendered out to the open market, the rationale being that maintaining competition for contracts would avoid sole-source providers and keep costs down. 
There was considerable support for the idea that a single council model could deliver services more efficiently through sheer economies of scale and scope and also through taking a more integrated, holistic approach. One suggestion was that there should be a focus on informing people of how each neighbourhood can access all council services, in terms of both physical access and removal of barriers. It was thought that this would go a long way to allaying suspicions that moving to a single structure and single set of processes will make the council distant and inaccessible for communities. 
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Infrastructure

Some Hutt Valley and Kapiti residents were worried that infrastructure projects in those areas would be neglected in favour of Wellington City’s infrastructure priorities under a single council model. However, the majority of people who discussed infrastructure planning and delivery commented that they would like to see a more coherent and consistent approach to infrastructure development across the region. Some people stated that their primary reason for advocating for a change to how local government is structured in the Wellington region was the lack of agreement and coordination on macro infrastructure and planning work across the existing councils. There was a perception that this creates a significant risk to the future relevance and viability of the region’s cities and associated communities. A lot of people thought that a single council for the region would be better equipped (in skills and funding) to undertake complex and expensive infrastructure projects. There was a strong view that major infrastructural expenditure needs a co-ordinated and committed response to avoid delays and drawn-out negotiations between councils. In particular, people identified transport as an important area that requires regional, integrated, long-term planning. A high proportion of comments from Wairarapa residents expressed a view that integrated regional planning for public transport and roading is critical. People also predicted that a region-wide governing body would be more likely to attract funding for transport infrastructure from central government agencies. It was suggested that there is too much city influence and insufficient regional direction of transport developments at present and that key regional access requirements need to be given greater weight.
Core infrastructure for the three waters (water supply, wastewater and stormwater) was also seen to require coordinated regional policy and delivery. Current arrangements were viewed as myopic and costly. 
[image: image20.emf]Q.7 How important is it to you to have key infrastructure planned and delivered 

in an integrated way to ensure it is efficient and effective?

1,230 Long form submissions 

Not at all important, 

12, 1%

Not important, 23, 2%

No response, 7, 1%

Very important, 795, 

64%

Quite important, 316, 

25%

Neutral, 69, 6%

Don't know, 8, 1%


[image: image21.emf]Q.8 To what extent do you agree or disagree that one single council for the 

region would more efficiently and effectively deliver key infrastructure?

1,230 Long form submissions 

Don't know, 18, 1%

Strongly agree, 417, 

34%

Agree, 219, 18%

Neutral, 87, 7%

Disagree, 146, 12%

Strongly disagree, 339, 

28%

No response, 4, 0.3%


Economic development

Many comments expressed the view that under the current structure the region has failed economically.  A significant number of people believed that too often the politics of rival neighbouring cities and districts result in bad decisions from a regional economic perspective. It was thought that the current economic challenges, such as the shift of large businesses to Auckland, and greater infrastructure funding for Christchurch, cannot be met by each of the eight local councils alone.
To remedy this it was suggested that local government needs to be positioned to put together a bold and coherent plan that can draw on the combined resources of the region. Some people noted that although the structure of local governance itself doesn't guarantee that such a plan would be forthcoming, it seems more likely than under the current multiple council structure. Some felt there was a degree of urgency with which coordinated regional economic development must happen because of the Wellington region’s current economic standing.
A number of people said that an overall vision for the growth of the whole region is desirable providing local input is sought and heard in the framing of that vision. Some stated that if Wellington is to remain competitive as a region and is to attract investment, then it needs to be looked at as an entire region and to show that both urban and rural opportunities can be accommodated. Particularly, it was suggested that a strategic regional approach to domestic and international tourism promotion and initiatives is wise. There were fears that separating the region into a number of unitary authorities would ensure the Wellington region would become an isolated and disconnected economy. Some feedback from businesses highlighted the benefits of having a ‘one-stop shop’ - a single set of rules and point of contact for businesses and developers operating across the region. It was argued that this would reduce time and effort in understanding the range of rules, district plans and standards emanating from each of the local authorities in the region, as well as allowing businesses to streamline their operations accordingly and altogether make it much easier to do business.
A smaller number of people were cynical about the ability of amalgamation to provide effective and integrated approaches to economic development and believed, conversely, that under a larger structure economic development could get tied up in consultations, committees, and bureaucracy. Others stated that it is not the job of local government to support private enterprise and that economic development should be left to the private sector. These submitters indicated they would welcome the removal of economic development as a local government function.
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Resilience and adaptability

Feedback about resilience and the ability of local government to respond to change revealed a diversity of perspectives. There were mixed views on whether a larger, region-wide council structure would be better able to withstand change or recover quickly from challenges. Some pointed to experiences they had had of large and small organisations and observed that smaller organisations seemed better able to evolve and respond to changes, while larger organisations often seemed to become change-resistant and out of touch with their smaller constituent parts. One argument was that super city style structures reduce local involvement and disempower people. It was argued that this compromises resilience because resilience is about empowering local communities. However some people perceived that what is required is a sensible balance between central control and local autonomy - the aim being total regional resilience.
Some submitters were of the definite view that the region will need to have a single effective governing body in order to cope in the event of a major regional disaster such as an earthquake, tsunami, flooding, or a major storm event. This was chiefly because people perceived that integrated planning and unified leadership would be increasingly required to deliver a coordinated response to big challenges such as the wide-ranging effects of climate change. It was posited that the capacity and capability of local government needs to be lifted to meet these growing challenges.
Some people pointed out that centralised governance does not necessarily require centralised location or co-location.  It was contended that given Wellington City’s earthquake risk, there will be an increased vulnerability if all assets/staff are located within Wellington and, as such, a hub approach would be better.
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Democracy
A very large number of submitters discussed issues of democracy, with several sub-topics emerging within this overarching theme. Local voice and representation was the most prevalent of these. Many people spoke of the need for local input on local issues as well as democratic representation at the local level. A common concern was that local communities could lose their voice in a larger centralised council structure and that a bigger organisation would be less agile and therefore less responsive to local needs. Many felt that concentrating power into one body would mean local concerns and issues would receive less attention than in a more decentralised structure. Local representatives were seen by many to possess the requisite knowledge to best serve their local areas. A high proportion of comments from Hutt Valley residents expressed fear that in a single council structure they would not have the same rapport as they do with their current local authorities and residents would end up feeling isolated and disconnected. Some people felt that notions of loss of local identity and voice were simply scaremongering and that local democracy is a valuable safeguard but is not dependant on the ‘artificially-scaled’ city and district councils now operating in the region.

A significant number of submissions were received from Tawa residents who feared their community would lose its voice in a new council structure. Because of this, some Tawa residents advocated for the continuation of the status quo. However, a greater number of Tawa residents did not have strong views on the proposed single council structures but did feel strongly that, whatever the outcome of the local government debate, Tawa should continue to have a community voice.
Access to decision making was another area of concern for many. Some commented that, without safeguards, local communities may be left out of the decision-making process in a larger, more regionally-focused council. There were calls for more localised control and local decision making and concerns about a move away from this towards a system of governance where more power is concentrated in fewer hands. Some predicted that amalgamation would result in communities being unsure of the path to follow in order to have their concerns addressed. A common sentiment was that councillors would be distant and inaccessible and that local issues would get neglected or else delegated to people with limited power to effect change. However, some dismissed fears of local disenfranchisement as myths, saying that local access both to ‘shop front services’ and councillors and staff would remain. In order to facilitate physical access to decision makers, a number of people suggested that an equitable approach would be for a new council to either be housed, or at least hold meetings, outside of Wellington City.
Some people thought that having elected representatives who were too closely involved with local groups could result in a narrow focus and bad decision making. There was a view that the smaller a local authority, the more likely that lobbying will have an undue effect on decision-makers because councillors of small local authorities may be more susceptible to capture by persistent individuals and interest groups in their community. 
Fairness and transparency were concepts mentioned in quite a lot of the feedback received. Having an open and transparent local government structure with clear lines of accountability was viewed by some submitters as being more important than achieving optimum efficiency. Transparency around councillor affiliations to groups or business interests was advocated.  It was also thought that a fairer council would be a more interactive one that was capable of reflecting the diversity of the region. The fairness of the current system in terms of constituents across the region being able to have a say in decisions that affect them was questioned. An example was that Wellington City has amenities that are heavily relied upon by the rest of the region, yet the majority of the region's populace have no say in the election of the mayor and councillors who decide how such amenities are developed and function.
A related issue discussed in a number of submissions was participation. More e-government, modelled on the Scandinavian style of online referendum, was one suggestion for increasing local government participation; mandatory polls for determining policies on important issues was another. A number of people suggested that local government should be pro-active in utilising new technologies and communication tools to inspire and empower people to engage with local government. Several people outlined the importance of minority voices being heard. It was felt that in the current structure it is generally hard for minority groups to have a say and efforts should be made to avoid disenfranchising minority voices.

Neighbourhood and village planning generated some discussion in meetings and submissions. There was some concern that amalgamation could result in communities having little ability to shape the areas they live in. Not everyone shared this concern; those who did not perceived that there would easily be scope to convey community wishes to council through a village planning type framework, as has been successfully implemented in Porirua. It was suggested that if the Porirua model of village planning could be fine-tuned and then duplicated all over the Wellington region then local identity would be strengthened not lost. It was also suggested that village planning could make a valuable contribution to a regional unitary plan.
A final topic related to democracy, which received considerable attention in the public feedback, was the urban-rural divide. A common sentiment here was that urban and rural needs can differ significantly and that rural communities within the region will either get neglected or else have poor decisions made on their behalf in a large (urban-based) council structure. A less prominent perspective but one put forward by a number of Wairarapa residents was that the urban and rural aspects of the region should together be considered as a regional advantage, providing balance, strength and resilience.
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Wairarapa

Statistical support for including Wairarapa in a single council for the region was assessed via responses to two separate questions in the Wellington: Your Choice short and long style submission forms (questions three and nineteen respectively). As with the questions relating to support for change, and model preference, the phrasing of the questions on the long and short style submission forms relating to Wairarapa differs, and therefore the statistical data from each is presented separately. The most prevalent response was that Wairarapa should not be included as part of the Wellington region, or as part of a region-wide council.
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Why Wairarapa should be included
A wide variety of reasons for why Wairarapa should be included in a single council for the region were given by submitters in favour of this position. There was a strong view that Wairarapa is too small to go it alone. Further comments given in support for Wairarapa’ inclusion in the region can be summarised as:

· The costs of a Wairarapa Unitary Council would be too great for the population base; fiscally it would be unable to support itself

· Economic integration into a more dynamic region will give Wairarapa strength. An isolated Wairarapa would become a backwater with parochial arguments distracting from good decision making

· There are already strong transport connections between Wairarapa and the rest of the region and these can be strengthened under a single council structure. Particularly, strong commuter ties exist already – many people living in Wairarapa work in Wellington – and better access for commuters in an integrated system would open up more opportunities for all

· The small population and large land area mean a Wairarapa Unitary Authority would impose a rating burden which would severely impact on growth – Wairarapa needs the benefit of the larger population to the West to maximise its potential

· Wairarapa is an integral part of the greater region with historical ties established through commerce, employment, infrastructure and recreation
· As part of the Wellington hinterland, Wairarapa is a fundamental source of well being for the whole region, with events such as Toast Martinborough and Wings over Wairarapa attracting large numbers from across the region. Being separate would result in a drop in tourism in Wairarapa

· The substantial investment and expertise required to carry out functions such as irrigation, biodiversity, flood control and land management in Wairarapa would not be manageable without the support of the wider region

· The complementarity of the largely rural Wairarapa and predominantly urban rest of the region means the union between the two under the same structure will be mutually beneficial

· Wellington City and Wairarapa are interdependent and as such having separate decision making bodies opens the potential for inefficient and conflicting decision making

· The Rimutaka Range is a mental barrier for many people but not for the individuals and organisations that use the hill.  Residents of Wairarapa commute to work/play in the Hutt Valley, Wellington and even Kapiti.  Putting aside the 555m elevation, it is simply a route to travel and takes less time than many routes in Auckland, Christchurch or elsewhere in NZ.
· The wider the region-wide council, the stronger it will be
Most people from Wairarapa who were in favour of Wairarapa’s inclusion in a single council for the Wellington region stressed that it would be vital to have the second tier of local boards to ensure that community input from across Wairarapa would be heard.
Why Wairarapa should not be included

The main reason why people said they did not believe Wairarapa should be included as part of regional governance arrangements was that Wairarapa is largely rural, while the Western part of the Wellington region is largely urban and therefore the two respective areas have irreconcilably different outlooks and concerns. The other most frequently cited reason for keeping Wairarapa separate was geographical – it was thought that the Rimutaka Range provides a clear natural barrier dividing Wairarapa and the rest of the region.
Further reasons for why people thought Wairarapa should stand alone were that:
· Decisions made for the greater region will not necessarily be the right decisions for Wairarapa

· Wairarapa has totally different needs, concerns, challenges and strengths from the rest of the region. Its inclusion will not add to either Wellington or Wairarapa

· A centralised body based in the urban part of the region would neither understand nor care about the needs of remote and rural Wairarapa. Wairarapa has its own unique identity that would be lost in a single council structure – it is its own distinct, self-contained and clearly defined community of interest

· Wairarapa has already indicated it wishes to create its own separate authority. It needs to be Wairarapa’s choice under a democratic process, not one imposed upon them by others. Also there is no point in including a community that does not want to be part of the Wellington region

· Including Wairarapa as part of a single council would make the region too big to govern effectively. ‘Spreading the net too far’ would make regional governance unmanageable

· There is no logic in including Wairarapa in the Wellington Council, just as there is no logic in including Hamilton in the Auckland Council. If you are to include Wairarapa, then why not Palmerston North and Levin too?

· Coordination between Wairarapa and Wellington can be achieved without amalgamation

Some people also believed that Wairarapa would more appropriately fit into a new larger central North Island region rather than the greater Wellington region because Wairarapa has a greater affinity with areas with a more agricultural focus such as Tararua and Manawatu or Hawkes Bay.

Wairarapa – undecided

A significant number of people returned a position of ‘don’t know’ regarding the question of whether Wairarapa should be included as part of a single council for the region. It should be noted that of all submissions from Wairarapa (total =396) under 1% of those provided a ‘don’t know’ response to this question (of those who completed the long submission form, 87% were in favour of Wairarapa’s inclusion in a council for the region). This indicates that Wairarapa residents hold a more decisive position on this issue than others in the region. Almost every submission that was uncertain about the issue gave one or both of the following reasons for that uncertainty:

· Don’t know enough about Wairarapa and its needs to make an informed decision

· It should be up to the citizens of Wairarapa to decide whether they wish to be a part of a single council or whether they wish to stand alone
Other themes from public feedback

Auckland super city

Many comments referred to the changes in Auckland’s local government structure. Overall, the majority referred to the Auckland super city in a negative way. For example, some very common views were that:

· The situation in Auckland should act as a warning that bigger does not necessarily mean better

· Amalgamation in Auckland has proven costly, due to high transition costs and major rebranding 

· It has not benefited the majority of rate payers

· The Wellington region should not follow Auckland’s example as the situations are not comparable; Wellington is not as dysfunctional as Auckland was

· Amalgamation in Auckland has been bad for local democracy. Access to councillors has been jeopardised, which has disenfranchised people, made it much harder for individuals to be heard, and removed power from local communities
· As with Auckland the one with the largest voice - which would be Wellington City in this case - would be treated preferentially

· It seems that the worst features of each former council have dominated the Auckland restructure, rather than the best or most efficient

· As has been demonstrated recently, central government can still intervene and try to overrule Auckland Council’s decisions. If they do not have the freedom to make their own decisions, what chance has any other amalgamation of councils?
A smaller number of people (about 15% of all comments about Auckland) referred to the Auckland super city in a positive light, saying that the Auckland model is working well and is leaving all other regions behind by moving forward as a unified force. Some felt that the ‘fragmented’ Wellington region is at a severe disadvantage compared to Auckland’s now one unitary council and noted that the mayor of Auckland has emerged as a strong spokesman for that council and region. Some people who have interacted with the Auckland Council at a central government level commented that, after an inevitable settling in process, they have observed the improvements in delivery cohesiveness and future thinking that Auckland is now achieving from a single city focus and with consistent and standardised service delivery models. A lot of feedback advised that Wellington ought to watch Auckland with interest to see what lessons from the Auckland experience are yet to emerge. However, quite a few people cautioned that what is needed here is a structure that is fit for purpose in the Wellington region, not something that simply seeks to replicate the Auckland model.
Māori representation
There were mixed views on the issue of Māori representation. While a significant number of people felt that Māori who wished to stand for council should go through the same channels as all other candidates, others believed that specific mechanisms for Māori representation must be established in order to formally provide a voice for tangata whenua and maata waka across the region and give expression to the Treaty of Waitangi. Several submissions stated that iwi need to be visible partners, in line with the provisions of the Treaty. Local iwi that provided feedback during the engagement process indicated they value the relationships that have been established with the various councils over many years and that, under a new structure, iwi in the region would not expect the relationships that are currently in place to be diminished in any way. Local iwi indicated they would participate in discussions on how to enhance Māori and tangata whenua participation with local government.
A handful of submissions supported the establishment of a separate Māori ward or dedicated Māori seats, though it was suggested that this form of representation may not be able to adequately address the diverse nature of Māori opinion.
A small number suggested that some form of advisory board or committee might be an appropriate way for mana whenua iwi to influence decision making, especially where leadership and direction on issues significant to Māori is needed. 
Rates and council debt

Rates were a contentious issue. Some people held the adamant opinion that amalgamation would not result in any savings for rate payers of the region. Further, there was an expectation among some people that their rates bill would increase faster under a single council. Some said they felt more comfortable knowing their rates were being invested locally, rather than somewhere else in the region that they seldom or never visit. 
There were diverging views about the ability of a single region-wide council to distribute rates fairly. Some speculated that there would be an unfair redistribution of rates to the outlying areas. A common perception was that residents in areas that have been ‘fiscally responsible’ would be unfairly penalized under a new single rating system for the region as they would be saddled with the debt of other, less frugal councils. However, there were a lot of discrepancies on this point, as feedback from rate payers in different parts of the region revealed that many believed that their local authority had managed debt and investments more responsibly than other local authorities in the region and as a consequence there were highly conflicting views on which areas would be better or worse off under amalgamation.  For example, a large number of rate payers from the Hutt Valley expressed serious concern that they would be forced to take on the burden of Wellington City and Kapiti Coast’s debt in a unified council. In contrast, some Wellington City rate payers commented that, as the longest established city, the capital has paid off much of its historic development cost, and that other areas, especially Porirua, Kapiti and Upper Hutt, have capital investments in roads and facilities that are less paid off. These Wellington City rate payers therefore predicted that cross subsidisation between different ratepayers, especially by Wellington, will occur and will need to be addressed, and that Wellington City ratepayers should not have to pay for local infrastructure outside their city. Another opinion was that it is more sensible for all rate payers to look at the bigger picture, not just next year’s rate bill. A high number of Wairarapa residents commented that they fear that the establishment of a Wairarapa Unitary Authority would result in a crippling rates hike for Wairarapa rate payers. 
Among those in support of change, many predicted that a single council structure would be able to address the current rates disparity across the region, providing a more equitable system and uniform service delivery. A number of people commented that any change to the current structure will require a careful review of the services provided to different ratepayers and the costs they should be paying and may require much greater usage of differential rating to better reflect the value of services received. People in favour of a single rating system noted that under a single council model administrative and operational overheads should be rationalised enough to ease pressure on rates. There was an acknowledgement that there will inevitably be ‘winners’ and ‘losers’ in the process of ‘equalising’ the rating base. There was some feedback on the type of rating system that should be adopted. A number of people were critical of Capital Value Rating, which they viewed as a penalty tax on investment and improvements. These submitters advocated for either a Land Value Rating system or some other type of incentive rating system that would reward renewal and maintenance of properties and penalise property owners who simply wait for land values to rise. Others argued that Land Value Rating is inequitable and out of step with the substantially increased residential and business development in the region.
There were suggestions for how the transition to a new rating system could be managed and what information should be provided to rate payers in advance of any change. One suggestion was to create a ten year plan including revenue, operating expenditure, assets and liabilities, Capex Projects and debt structure with annual rate changes. There was also a call for a re-balancing plan by ratepayer class and existing local authority, as well as a quality transition plan. Additionally it was proposed that post-change disciplines be set up to ensure the new single council would be financially frugal and would not duplicate central government functions. Several business organisations argued it is imperative to guard against the creation of a large bureaucracy and any resulting rates and spending rises, which they viewed as a risk under amalgamation in spite of the countervailing efficiency gains. These submitters maintained that savings, in general, must be passed back to rate payers.
Number of councillors, remuneration, term length and voting

Among those in support of change, a very clear view emerged that councillor numbers could be significantly reduced from current numbers, and many also thought that councillor numbers could be further reduced from those proposed in the Working Party’s consultation documents. There was concern that the larger the number of councillors, the more difficult to reach consensus and the more cumbersome and ineffective decision making would be. ‘Less is more’ was a commonly preferred approach. Many people felt that getting a group of more than twenty elected representatives to cohere, trust and work together seemed challenging with a high likelihood of factions. The cost savings that might be expected from a reduction in councillor numbers was seen by a number of people as a positive and even necessary efficiency gain.
However, an opposing view was that fewer representatives would mean more scope for central government and the private sector to coerce councillors into satisfying particular agendas that may not be in the greater public interest. Several people raised concerns about local government senior officials’ salaries. Reference was made to the remuneration rates for some of the executives in the Auckland Council, which were seen as unjustifiably high. Some submitters felt that salary caps should be introduced. A number of people also commented on remuneration for elected representatives. There was a concern that equity issues could arise with a single council model because if councillor salaries increase, potential candidates without significant financial resources will be ill equipped to compete against well-resourced candidates with the ability to spend large sums on publicity and campaign materials.
There were quite a few calls for term limits for councillors. Most suggested that a limit of three or four electoral terms would help to bring in fresh energy and ideas and keep personal agendas at bay. 
Some feedback discussed the issue of low level of voter engagement in local government elections, and there were suggestions that this was a compelling reason for increased clarity and simplification of governance structures and engagement processes, as excessive complexity may further deter participation.  Some believed the problem is that under the current system of multiple relatively small councils there is limited buy-in and interest from local residents. It was proposed that, under a single council model, with considerably more power and influence over regional affairs, there was likely to be a lot more interest and participation in local body elections. The expectation was that this, in turn, should result in better quality candidates or candidates with less parochial attitudes and a broader view of the region.

Some people were critical of the ward system and viewed it as fostering divisiveness and competitiveness. It was suggested that there could be some ward councillors, but also some councillors elected at large so that councillors would hopefully maintain a broader and more strategic outlook. Alternatively, some argued that the ward system could be abolished completely and constituents could vote for every councillor at large, the rationale being that decisions affecting rate payers are made by all councillors, not just the person representing your ward.

Boundaries
There was some support for the idea that the Kapiti Coast district should join with Horowhenua. The main reason provided in support of this position was that there are existing commonalities between Kapiti Coast and Horowhenua, such as being in the same electorate and being comprised of a number of small towns.

A very large number of submissions from Tawa residents stated a strong preference for Tawa to be part of a Wellington Ward and not part of a Porirua Ward if ward boundaries were to change under a new council structure. (It was proposed by the cross-council Working Party that Tawa and Glenside North, currently in the Wellington City area, be included in the Porirua Ward under a single council model in order to provide fair representation, as required under the Local Electoral Act 2001). The main concern among Tawa residents was that the Tawa Community Board would be disestablished under a new council structure, resulting in a loss of voice for that community. While this was the overwhelming view on this issue, this position was not unanimous. A small number of people commented that including Tawa in the Porirua Ward makes geographic and economic sense particularly in terms of delivery of some services such as refuse collection and water.
A small number of Eastbourne residents raised the possibility of Eastbourne becoming a part of a new Wellington Ward, rather than being part of Lower Hutt.
Some advocates of the single council model suggested that the Wellington region ought to look to form strategic alliances with areas currently outside of the region’s boundaries, for instance up the lower western side of the North Island to Palmerston North ort even the Rangitikei District. The rationale provided for such an alliance was the transport, power and food supply links that exist between the Wellington region and some of the areas to the near north.

Greater Wellington Regional Council

A lot of public feedback expressed a view on the role and value of the current Regional Council. Broadly speaking, opinions about the Regional Council fell into two categories: those that thought the Regional Council should be abolished and its functions devolved to territorial authorities through shared services or transferred to CCOs, and those that thought the Regional Council works effectively in its current form and should continue as is.

Those in the former group expressed dissatisfaction with too many layers of governance and a perceived lack of accountability and transparency. Those in the latter group argued that the current Regional Council carries out many important responsibilities at present and many expressed concern about how roles and functions such as having an overall environmental oversight in the region and providing public transport networks would be managed if the Regional Council were to be disestablished.

This latter group included many Wairarapa residents who emphasized the importance of the Regional Council’s current functions in Wairarapa. They expressed concern that a single Wairarapa Unitary Authority would not have the resources to continue work currently conducted by the Regional Council. Concerns of this kind resulted in calls for either a continuation of the status quo, or Wairarapa’s inclusion in a single council for the region.
Comments on submission form/engagement process
Quite a lot of comments were made about the way the public engagement process was undertaken. A significant number of people at public meetings, in submissions, and on the Regional Reform website criticised the Working Party’s consultation materials on the grounds that they were seen to be biased in favour of change. 
Comments on local government reorganisation process
With regards to proceeding with a reorganisation process from here, two contrasting views emerged: the first was that change must occur rapidly and without hesitation; the other was that if any structural change is to occur, it should be slow and incremental. Those in favour of reorganisation sooner rather than later felt that swift action is necessary in order to address the current challenges facing the region, and the longer a decision is delayed, the more Auckland and Christchurch will forge ahead in the areas where Wellington is being left behind. Those advocating for a more incremental approach argued that smaller, more gradual changes would prevent unnecessary disruption to council staff, communities and overall social harmony.
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Not in NZ, 1, 0.1%

Region Wide, 1, 0.1%
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1,230 Long  form submissions 

24 or younger, 40, 3%

25-34, 108, 9%

45-54, 209, 17%

35-44, 198, 16%

65 or older, 364, 30%

55-64, 242, 20%

No response, 14, 1%

Would rather not say, 

55, 4%
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